Abstract
Introduction
Agricultural extension is an educational service for advising, training, and informing the farmer concerning practical and scientific matters relating to his/her farm business, and influencing him/her to use improved techniques in his/her farming operations, for which this purpose, includes livestock and crop production, farm management, conservation and marketing. In the past, technology transfer models adopted by most agricultural extension systems were top-down in approach (Röling, 1988) and extension staffs were expected to obtain technologies from researchers, package, and transfer them to smallholder farmers. The Training and Visits (T&V) extension system was such a model introduced in India and Africa (Bindlish & Evenson, 1997) that was expected to bring researchers and extension staff closer in the process of technology transfer.
In these systems/models, smallholder farmers were merely recipients of agricultural messages often presented as technological packages. These systems required huge capital outlays to run, especially in terms of staff and transport which many development countries could ill afford (Mureithi & Anderson, 2004) . In addition, many inappropriate technologies were developed by researchers because of failure to involve farmers in the technology generation process. A majority of farmer training methods used failed to recognize that farmers were adult learners who required adult education techniques for training to be effective. The ineffectiveness of the traditional top-down approach in technology development and transfer led to the search by many governments and development organizations of effective extension approaches.
The ideas and concepts of the inception of the group approach to extension service provision started in the 1970s and 1980s through the FAO/UNDP Asian Survey of Agrarian Reform and Rural Development (ASARRD) project. FAO (1979) found that small homogenous grass root groups are the most effective vehicle through which the rural poor can increase their income, self-reliance and participation in development through constructive group action. Mathur (1978) predicated a network of field action projects for small farmers, fishermen and peasants and a number of small groups and associations and postulated that FAO can rely on these associations as a mechanism for continuity. Accordingly Mathur's predictions translated into the emergence of the Farmer Field School (FFS) groups which have been widely scaled-up in many Asian and African countries.
In 1989, the Farmer Field School (FFS) was introduced in the Food and Agriculture Organization's (FAO's) South East Asia Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program in irrigated rice, after it become apparent that IPM practices which expected farmers to be 'expert' managers of agro-ecosystems could not be transferred by Training and Visit (T&V)-type of extension services (Matteson, Gallagher, & Kenmore, 1994; Röling & Van de Fliert, 1998) . Leeuwis, Röling, and Bruin (1998) described the FFS extension methodology as basically comprising of a group of (20-35) farmers with adjacent fields who meet once a week for half a day throughout the crop growing season. They carry out systematic comparative observation in the crop fields under respectively conventional and new technological management (e.g. IPM and soil fertility management) using group methods with emphasis on discovery-based learning (DBL) and hands-on experimentation.
The FFS approach has nine stepwise classical steps, which were modified by Mweri and Khisa (2001) to seven steps: 1) Ground working, 2) Training of facilitators, 3) Establishment of FFSs, 4) FFS-Field days, 5) Graduation, 6) Farmer-run FFS, and 7) FFS follow-up activities by facilitators. Khisa (2003) furthered that groundwork, which was the first step in initiation of the FFS process, including: 1) identifying focus technology or enterprise, 2) identifying priority problem, 3) identifying solutions to the identified problems, 4) establishing of farmers' practices, 5) identifying field school participants, and 6) identifying field school site. Graduation is after the farmers have gone through a season long FFS training on a given technology such as, organic and inorganic fertilizer combinations for maize production. Farmers are awarded certificates according to their level of attendance and participation in the field school. A farmer is required to attend at least 70% of the FFS sessions in order to qualify for graduation. Feder, Murgai, and Quizon (2003) point out that "in recent years a number of development agencies including the World Bank have promoted the FFS as a more effective approach to extend science-based knowledge and practices" (p. 2). Kenmore stated (as cited in Godtland, Sadoulet, Janvry, Murgai, & Ortiz, 2003) , "the FFS training program utilizes participatory methods which encompasses the principles of non-formal adult education to help farmers develop their analytical skills, inquiring mind, critical thinking and creativity and help them to make better decisions" (p. 2). Pretty (1995) noted that in the FFS approach or forums, the investment is not so much in knowledge, in the formal sense, but rather in the capacity to learn, reflect and know. Training is centered on learning by doing and bringing scientists, extensionists and farmers together to negotiate and learn from each other on a personal level. The focus of FFS is on human resource development for a more sustainable agriculture (Kenmore, 1991; Röling & Van der Fliert, 1998) . Therefore, the focus of FFS is not so much to teach farmers about new technologies, but rather develop farmers' own capacities to critically analyze situations, think for themselves, and develop their own solutions.
In the Kenyan context, the farmer field school (FFS) approach has gained prominence as an extension methodology following its success in training Asian farmers on IPM technologies (Abate & Duveskog, 2003) . It was first introduced on a small scale in 1995 by the FAO's Special Program for Food Security (SPFS) to promote maize (Zea mays) based IPM in western Kenya. Since then, over 1500 FFS have been initiated to promote IPM technologies for maize, vegetable; and poultry production, soil fertility management, water harvesting, dairy cattle production, and management of HIV/AIDS (Abate & Duveskog) .
The FFS approach has now been embraced by Kenya's Ministry of Agriculture as a promising participatory extension method and is being considered for incorporation into the National Agricultural and Livestock Extension Program (Sones, Duveskog, & Minjauw, 2003) . The adaptive research program of Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI) has adopted the methodology as an up-scaling approach for its promising technologies (Mureithi, 2003) .By the end of 2003, KARI had initiated over 60 FFS and trained over 800 farmers.
Theories of Adult Learning Applicable to FFS Approach
The FFS approach has principles and concepts that make it a truly participatory extension methodology (Khisa, 2003; Leeuwis et al., 1998; Pontius, Dilts, & Barlett, 2002) .The basic principle of FFS is the emphasis in growing/raising a healthy crop/animal with least disruption of the agro-ecosystem. The training methodology is based on learning by doing and it embraces the discovery based learning among the learners. The education of adults is multifaceted, complex processes which encompass many subjects and interest areas. The continual growth of a sophisticated technology is one factor that promotes adult learning since advanced technological innovations require highly skilled manpower. The FFS forum is an avenue where farmers acquire knowledge on new technologies. Therefore, the concepts and theories of learning by adults are applicable to FFS participants, since the participants build an understanding of their own needs, and change their values and attitudes towards their farming activities. Verduin, Miller, and Greer (1979) hypothesized human behavior as a broad and complex phenomenon in which, each individual possesses a unique and different "package" of experiences, values, needs, goals, persuasions and ideas which cause the individual to behave differently from another. The perceptual theory of psychology suggests how an individual perceives people, objects and events in his /her environment which in turn affects how he/she behaves. The underlying perceptual determinants of adult learning, according to Verduin, Miller, and Greer are therefore determined by beliefs, needs, attitudes, and self concept.
In their report highlighting the achievements of ten years of Integrated Pest Management training in Asia, Pontius et al. (2002) presented key learning theories guiding the farmer field school approach, such as stimulus-response theory, cognitive theory and, motivation and personality theory (p. 55-58), each are briefly summarized herein. Pontius et al. (2002) explained that in "Stimulus-Response theory the frequency of repetition is important in acquiring skills and for retention through learning and by rewarding desirable or correct responses" (p. 55). They further elucidated that in "Cognitive theory, knowledge is not obtained arbitrarily but through cognitive feed back. Generally, the learner tries something provisionally and then accepts or rejects what he does on the basis of its consequences" (p. 55). Goal setting by the learner is important and convergent and divergent thinking should be encouraged to ensure that a range of potential solutions is obtained. Pontius et al. reported Motivational and Personality theory is affected by factors that affect learning, including "the rate of learning, anxiety level of the learner, motivational level to learn and the group atmosphere during learning which creates competition, collaboration, and in some cases isolation" (p. 55-56). Pontius et al. (2002) examined the three cognitive interests that govern learning by humans which are technical, practical, and empowerment domains. They reported that in "the technical domain, the focus is on technical interest which grows out of the need to control the physical and social environment" (p. 56). The basis of an explanation is derived from natural science which fundamentally establishes causal relationships between variables with certain objectivity. They reported in the FFS, "this domain focuses on management and decision making skill a farmer develop through training in relation to agronomic and ecological factors" (p. 56). In this situation, the farmers use a formal learning process known as Agro-Ecological Analysis (AESA) in order to gain observational and analytical skills. Pontius et al. (2002) explained that in the practical domain, communication is the underlying point of focus which is "founded on norms that ensure the consensual agreement regarding shared behavior and mutual understanding. Technical knowledge is based on empirical science to reveal knowledge but practical knowledge is based on historicalhermeneutic science where knowledge is created in the interpretation process" (p. 57). In the FFS approach, this domain enhances a range of leadership skills, such as discussion, questioning, analysis, problem sharing and communication. In turn, these skills facilitate learning and support the process of institutionalizing technologies that are being promoted at a given time.
Empowerment is the third learning domain associated with FFS and is based on self knowledge, reflection and action. The AESA activity in FFS is a typical example of empowerment as individuals or groups go through an analytical process which results in action decisions focusing on the technology at hand. The apparent mythical invincibility of problems associated with technology, such as crop pest and disease, is therefore removed and the individuals/groups develop self consciousness (Freire, 1968) .
In conventional systems of extension farmers may be organized by frontline extension workers (FEW) into some recognizable groups. But due to lack of incorporation of adult learning mechanisms, these groups become non-functional and non-sustainable at the end of a particular extension activity. To the contrary, remnants of FFS alumni have shown that such groups can remain functional and sustainable. Indeed, alumni FFS groups in Indonesia have remained sustainable enough to advocate for farmer rights, lobby for better policies in agriculture, and even monitor the efficiency of extension services (FAO, 2000) . As Gallagher (2003) points out, the FFS approach not only equips farmers with knowledge on technologies but also empowers them with skills to experiment and to solve both individual and community wide problems (Dilts, 2001 ).
Diffusion of Practice/Innovations in FFS
In the FFS process both innovations from research stations and on-farm are given consideration. The underlying concept of FFS is discovery based learning. There is equal partnership in the process of technological development, validation, dissemination, diffusion, adoption and finally the envisaged long-term impact on farm practices among the small scale farmers. This inter-actional partnership impacts positively on extension practice (Röling, 1988) . According to Rogers (1995) , this positive impact bridges the gap between what is known and what is effectively put to use by creating better understanding of the sources of new ideas which are then spread to the receivers. This satisfies the basic theory of diffusion and adoption (Rogers, 1995) . Through their own wisdom, farmers are able to make rational decisions about farm practices, whether generated on-station or on-farm (Asiabaka & James, 1999) . Through these decision making mechanisms, technologies promoted through FFS can be up-scaled by development workers to a larger population (Feder et al., 2003 (Feder et al., , 2004 Leeuwis et al., 1998; Quizon, Feder, & Murgai, 2001; Rola, Quizon, & Jamias, 2002) .
The foregoing literature, based on the foundations of adult learning provided a basis to study the effectiveness of farmer field schools. In Kenya the FFS had been used by Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI) as the best avenue to upscale S&CM technologies which KARI scientists had developed as a contrast to using existing conventional extension.
Purpose and Objectives
This study was conducted to assess the effectiveness of FFS in knowledge acquisition, adoption and dissemination of eight S&CM technologies by small-scale farmers. The specific objectives of the study were to compare the level of  Knowledge acquisition of the S&CM technologies between FFS participants and non-FFS farmers;  Adoption of the technologies between FFS graduates and non-FFS farmers; and  Dissemination of the S&CM technologies between FFS and non-FFS participants.
Materials and Methods
The study area was Yuya Location of Kaplamai Division, Trans-Nzoia District, and North Rift Valley Province, Kenya. Its altitude is 1800 m above sea level and receives an annual rainfall ranging from 900-1200 mm per annum. The rainfall pattern is uni-modal, with one long agrohumid period extending from the end of March to the middle of November (Jaetzold & Schimdt, 1983) . The dominant soils are humic Ferralsols (FAO, 1990) which are slightly acidic (pH-H 2 0 5.49), low in nitrogen (0.11%), moderate in organic matter (1.64%) and low in total P (12.26 mg/kg).The farm sizes are small averaging 0.8 ha per household. Important food crops grown by farmers include, maize, beans, sweet potatoes (Ipomea batatas) and local vegetables (e.g., Solanum nigrum locally known as Sucha). Table 1 shows the eight S&CM technologies that were developed by KARI, the respective FFS implementing them, membership of each school and the number of farmers who graduated from each school. The schools were facilitated by a team of researchers, extensionists and farmers who had gone through training of trainers' course in the FFS methodology. The study employed a survey research methodology with the ex-post facto research design which examines the effect of a naturalistically occurring treatment after the treatment has occurred (Kathuri & Pals, 1993) . A comprehensive list of all smallscale farmers in Yuya Location was obtained from the District Agricultural Officer, Trans-Nzoia District. The list of the FFS participants was obtained from KARI and segregated from non-FFS participants. For the purpose of this study, FFS farmers were those who underwent season-long FFS training on the S&CM technologies.
Farmers who were exposed to the technologies using the other methodologies were referred to as non-FFS farmers.
The household population in the location was 940 households and they were listed for sampling. Proportionate stratified sampling was used to determine the sample of FFS participants and simple random sampling was used in selecting the respondents for each FFS. From 140 FFS participants, a sample of 60 was proportionately selected across the eight FFS they had attended as shown in Table 2 . Likewise, a sample of 60 NFFS farmers was selected across four villages situated within Yuya Location as shown in Table 2 . Data collection was conducted through interviews using a structured questionnaire to FFS and NFFS farmers (Bunyatta, 2004) . The agricultural knowledge of FFS and non-FFS participants was also assessed through administering a simple test to all the respondents. The test consisted of twenty questions on common agricultural knowledge and on the S&CM technologies disseminated through FFS. The statements were read to respondents carefully by the interviewer and the responses were recorded as either true or false. The adoption was taken to mean practicing some or all components of the newly introduced S&CM technologies by small-scale farmers in their farms. For example, compost making and utilization was evaluated through observations of the compost pits or heaps within the farm and the use of compost on the farm. Soil conservation was evaluated by observing physical structures like terraces and grass strips along the contours.
All the interviews took place on individual farms and assessment of adoption was easily cross-checked with the actual practice(s) on each individual respondent's farm(s). The adoption scores for each farm were generated from the respondent responses and observations on the farm. Based on recall method, FFS and non-FFS farmers indicated the number of other farmers they had disseminated the technologies to using various methods e.g. verbal, individual farm visits, group visits/tours etc. The Likert Scale method for assessing responses (Tuckman, 1978) was adapted to quantify responses on the level of knowledge acquisition, adoption and dissemination.
Both descriptive and inferential statistics were employed in data analysis. To statistically compare responses between FFS and non-FFS farmers, a t-test was conducted at p < 0.05.
Results

Knowledge Acquired through FFS Training among Small-scale Farmers in Yuya
Based on the ratings of level of knowledge acquired, the FFS farmers gained more knowledge compared to non-FFS (Table 3 ). In the overall knowledge acquisition, about 50% of FFS farmers had acquired high to very high level of the knowledge of all the technologies disseminated compared to only 18% for the NFFS farmers. More than 80% of the NFFS farmers had acquired moderate to very low level knowledge of all the technologies. On the specific technologies, there appeared to be some crucial differences in level of knowledge acquisition by both FFS and NFFS farmers. For example, 30% of FFS farmers acquired very high level of knowledge for the use of compost for vegetable production while only 3.3% of the farmers had acquired very high level of knowledge for use of indigenous technical knowledge (ITK) for control of crop pest.
Generally, FFS and NFFS farmers appeared quite knowledgeable on the technologies on the use of farm yard manure in combination with inorganic fertilizers for maize production and in the use of suitable maize varieties. These technologies were not very new in the area and KARI technologies appeared to improve/update existing farmer knowledge on them. Both FFS and NFFS farmers exhibited low to very level of knowledge gained in the use of alternative grain legumes to common beans and in the use of ITK for crop pest control. The mean scores of the test for assessing knowledge on the S&CM technologies were significantly higher (p < 0.05) for FFS-participants compared to non-FFS participants (Table 4) . 
Adoption of S&CM Technologies among the FFS and Non-FFS Participants
The overall trend of adoption shows that FFS farmers had a higher level of adoption of the technologies compared to the NFFS farmers (Table 5 ). About 45% of the FFS farmers had adopted and were practicing more than 50% of the technology components, but only 17.5% of NFFS farmers were practicing the same level of the technology components. About 30% were classified as "non-adopters" because they were practicing less than 10% of the technology components.
Among the FFS farmers, high to very high adoption rates were recorded for use of compost for vegetable production (76.6%), use of farm yard manure in combination with inorganic fertilizers for maize production (63%), use of suitable hybrid maize varieties (71.7%) and local vegetable seed production (58.4%). For the same technologies, adoption rates for the NFFS farmers were 28.3%, 25.0%, 33.4% and 21.7%, respectively. The technologies which showed lower adoption levels for both FFS and NFFS farmers were the use of alternative grain legumes to common beans, ITK for crop pest control and organic/inorganic fertilizer combination for Napier grass production. The mean score on the level of adoption of the S&CM technologies by FFS farmers was significantly higher (p < 0.05) than that of NFFS farmers (Table 6 ). 
Dissemination of SM Technologies
The FFS participants were better disseminators of SM technologies than the non-FFS farmers (Table 7) . Overall, 56% of FFS farmers had moderate to high dissemination rates of the S&CM technologies while the majority of non-FFS farmers (75%) had very low to low dissemination levels of the technologies.
Very low dissemination rates were recorded for the technologies on alternative grain legumes to common beans, use of ITK for crop pest control and the use of organic/inorganic fertilizer combinations for production of Napier grass. Although the category of "very high dissemination levels" was included in the scale it was not achieved during the study. The mean score for dissemination levels of FFS farmers were significantly higher (p < 0.05) than for NFFS farmers (Table 8) . 
Discussion
The value of FFS as an extension methodology has elicited interesting discussions across the globe among skeptics and proponents of the approach. Many have argued that due to its focus on training small groups of 25 to 30 farmers and the fact that the training takes a whole season to complete, then it cannot become an effective extension methodology to reach millions of small-scale farmers with new agricultural technologies (Feder et al., 2004; Rola et al., 2002) . But, Leeuwis et al. (1998) , while comparing FFS approach to the Training and Visits (T&V) extension method in Zanzibar, concluded that FFS has many promising attributes which gives it much higher chances of effectiveness than does T&V as an extension methodology in sub-Saharan Africa. Rola et al. (2002) conducted a study in Philippines to assess whether farmers learn and retain knowledge in FFS training and whether they pass it on to their fellow farmers. They reported that FFS trained farmers faired better in a test of the knowledge learnt compared to the non FFS trained farmers. They attributed this to the characteristic of the FFS approach of using adult training techniques of "educating rather than instructing" which makes it suitable for passing on "knowledgeintensive technologies" to all categories of farmers even those who have little or no formal schooling. This finding supports the results reported in this paper that FFS farmers had a significantly higher level of knowledge acquisition than the non-FFS farmers. Feder et al. (2004) also reported similar findings and concluded that FFS graduates benefited more from the significantly higher knowledge acquisition of better pest management in Indonesia. Mwagi, Onyango, Mureithi, and Mungai (2003) conducted a similar study to the one reported in this paper and found that the adoption of technology on organic and inorganic fertilizer combinations by FFS farmers was significantly higher than those of non-FFS farmers. Their results were similar to the ones reported in this study where-by the overall mean score on the level of adoption of SC&M technologies by FFS participants was significantly higher than that of non-participants. Feder et al. (2003) evaluated the impact of FFS in Indonesia found that although the overall rice yield of all farmers declined by an average of 10% from 1991 to 1999, FFS graduates obtained consistently higher yields compared to the average of Java rice farmers.
With regard to knowledge diffusion, Feder et al. (2004) postulated that "because of high training costs, the viability of FFS programs depends crucially on the effectiveness of knowledge diffusion from trained farmers to other farmers in the village". In a study they conducted in Indonesia, they however found no significant diffusion of knowledge to other farmers who reside in the same village. Rola et al. (2002) had addressed the same issue of knowledge diffusion and arrived at a similar conclusion. However, the results reported here showed that significant dissemination of knowledge took place from FFS to non-FFS farmers.
The results of the Kenyan studies are bound to be different from those of Asia probably because the Kenyan cases dealt with a small group of farmers and were conducted within a year after the FFS farmers graduated and therefore they could recall vividly what transpired in the training and who they disseminated the knowledge to. Also the Kenyan cases involved a wide range of technologies and crops while the Asian FFS up-scaled IPM technology for rice production only. Leeuwis et al. (1998) indicated that it has been possible to scaleup the FFS approach in Indonesia to a point where more than 400,000 farmers have been reached, largely as a result of deploying FFS-trained farmers who train other farmers. Van de Fliert (1993) indicated that as a result of its manifested success, the farmer field school approach has captured the imagination of policymakers, donors and international agencies who realized that, after the green revolution they had failed to engage farmers in further agricultural development. Farmer field school approach seems to be the start of a new era in which "small-scale farmers' have creative abilities to optimize their opportunities in their diverse environment in which can be captured for purposes of national food security and export, thus alleviation of poverty. FFS, being a participatory extension methodology with its purpose of sharpening the farmer's knowledge and skills through discovery-based learning is in harmony with the current Kenyan National Agricultural Extension Policy (NAEP) being reviewed. The government after investing in the area of agricultural extension with minimal returns earlier expects with the implementation of the new NAEP to improve in efficiency and effectiveness in agricultural productivity in the country (MOALD, 2001) .
Sustainability is an aspect of technology adoption that is paramount for research and extension. Onyango (2003) indicated that farmers often fall back to their traditional poor practices in absence of follow-up, organization and leadership. Onyango further noted that apart from empowering farmers on knowledge gain and skills adoption, FFS participatory process also empower them to develop their own internal mechanism of leadership and cohesion. When external facilitation and training is withdrawn, farmers can maintain their groups, extend knowledge and skills to other farmers, and above all become acquisitive in their attitude and behaviour. This has been observed in Philippine's IPM-FFS as well as in Kenya's Soil Management Technologies-Farmer Field School (SMTs-FFS) studies respectively (Bunyatta, 2004; Rola et al., 2002) .
A major limitation to sustainability of FFS is the high cost of "per-farmer training" because of the initial high investment in training facilitators, the need for expensive transport, and payment of facilitators' remunerations (Leeuwis et al., 1998; Quizon et al., 2001 ). However, several methods have been suggested that have potential to lower the cost of FFS training (Khisa, 2003; Okoth, Khisa, & Julianus, 2003) . These include, semi-financed FFS which receive an initial modest fund (US$ 100-600 per season) from a donor after submitting a proposal. The other method is self-financed FFS which enables the groups to create a revolving fund to be accessed by a new FFS and use the funds to hire facilitators and run the schools.
It is also important to note that FFS graduates accrue many more additional benefits which can be difficult to quantify in monetary terms. For example, Mwagi et al. (2003) reported that FFS graduates gained superior leadership skills and became more cohesive as a group than the non-FFS farmers.
In this study, it was found that farmers remained in the eight FFS groups after graduation and continued to meet and experiment on their own without facilitators. The groups were registered as a legal entity with the Department of Social Services and had initiated income generating activities for sustainability of FFS. Leeuwis et al. (1998) reported that FFS offered opportunities for developing effective farmer organizations which are important to the development of local opportunities like exploring for markets and value adding of their farm produce, and again this is an attribute that is difficult to quantify in financial terms. Ooi (1998) found that one of the best criteria for evaluation of technologies under FFS is based on behavioral change in farmers i.e. "how they approach problems in their fields, regardless of whether they were dealing with insects, diseases, weeds, water, fertilizers or any other subject of interest" (p. 9).
Conclusions and Recommendations
The findings of this study showed FFS approach was effective in knowledge acquisition, technology adoption and diffusion to fellow non-FFS farmers compared to the conventional extension approach. However, these findings are not shared by some studies conducted in Asia probably because the Asian schools focused on only one technology (IPM for rice production) and the evaluation studies were conducted many years after the farmers had gone through the FFS training. But because the Asian studies were conducted in countries which had long experience in FFS approach, and they involved a large number of farmers then they were likely to bring out interesting lessons for fine-tuning of the FFS methodology. Since FFS approach has the potential to empower farmers to become self reliant and improves their problem solving abilities, evaluation of its effectiveness on the basis of fiscal sustainability and cost/benefit ratios alone is not always the discreet thing to do.
The results of this study have proven that the FFS methodology is a very effective tool for cultivating farmers learning, capacity building and knowledge empowerment. In particular, they encourage farmers to develop their critical thinking and make sound farm management decisions, resulting in adoption of improved technologies such as the S&CM technologies promoted in Kenya.
A major recommendation arising from this work is that more national awareness of the FFS approach to all stakeholders in agricultural development from the lowest cadre of both extension and research officers to the policy makers be sensitized on key attributes of the FFS methodology. It is also important to continuously monitor how the FFS graduates are applying the knowledge they learn and changes taking places in their social behavior. The information collected is thus likely to assist in fine-tuning the FFS approach, the technologies disseminated and also in identifying key entry points for relevant development activities in an area.
